devoted to the detection of forgeries by stylistic analysis, and the next one, on scientific methods of detection, should be thought of together, for they are complementary and one can't stand independently of the other. Modern science has brought us new techniques of analyzing works of art that reinforce and are a considerable help to the stylistic methods that have existed for a long time, which we will discuss here this evening.
success is that he did not try to imitate the classical Vermeer -the Vermeer we all think of, in the pictures upstairs and in the Rijksmuseum and other great galleries. Van Meegeren chose Vermeer because he was a Dutchman, because he was famous, and because his works are very rare and very expensive. At the time van Meegeren began, there were rumors all over Europe that Andrew Mellon had offered more than one million dollars-an enormous sum in those days, much greater than it is today-for the famous Artist in His Studio, now in the Vienna museum, which was then still in private hands. Van Meegeren, who had studied and knew art history, took advantage of the fact that Vermeer's a man we know little about. We have a group of works done when Vermeer was mature, some of which are dated. The work of his youth is missing. We have three or four pictures that we believe were painted when he was young. They are quite different; so different that the one in Figure 2 , Christ in the House of Mary and Martha, in the Edinburgh museum, would not, I believe, have been attributed to him if it were not for the fact that it bears his signature. (Even with the signature, it has taken people a long time to accept it as his.) In other words, part of Vermeer's oeuvre is missing. Well, van Meegeren saw this gap and decided that he would fill it. He wouldn't copy Vermeer: he would create the missing part of Vermeer's oeuvre.
Every forger, when he paints, has to begin by getting a feeling for the period and the place in which the picture is supposed to have been painted. Van Meegeren has captured this feeling to some extent in the Pilgrims at Emmaus. The simplicity of the background and the architecture, the solemn, Protestant atmosphere, fit our idea of seventeenth-century Holland. The way the bulk of the figures fills the picture is a seventeenth-century characteristic, as is the composition. Here, in fact, is an instance of van Meegeren's cleverness. He knew that art historians were looking for an Italian origin for Vermeer's style, for Italian influence in his works, and so he took the composition from the Caravaggio painting in Figure   247 The Metropolitan Museum of Art is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve, and extend access to
The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin www.jstor.org Compare this painting to Christ and the Pilgrims at Emmaus. Once we've looked at a true Vermeer, the faults of the other come out, the weaknesses, the failure of the forger. None of the fundamental qualities of Vermeer's style, which reflect his special habits of feeling and working, really exist in this other picture. The clarity is gone: you don't feel the space around each figure. There is a sentimentality to the head of Christ that is quite foreign to anything of the real Vermeer. It's actually much closer to our time. This is a major weakness of any forger: he can't help interpreting past art in terms of present predilections. The modeling is not done in a series of facets, and the touch is greasy, without that wonderful cool and measured quality that you get in Vermeer. The overall harmony and balance of Vermeer's pictures is also missing: look at van Meegeren's exaggerations, his insistence on the seams on the sleeves and the highlights on the bread-impossible for Vermeer.
In spite of these faults, van Meegeren was almost successful. But he was almost successful not because of the painting-I think that is plain, although stylistic discussions cannot be fully convincing when they're based on illustrations rather than on actual works of art -but because of the tricks he played. He was a remarkable confidence man, an extremely intelligent crook. He created a provenance for the picture; he had an intermediary who sold it for him; he got one of the most prominent art historians-Abraham Bredius-to write an article on it, which was published in The Burlington Magazine; it was then exhibited publicly. Finally it was sold to the Boymans museum. The museum hesitated about taking it, although they were urged by D. G. van Beuningen, an important collector who later bought others of van Meegeren's works. In the end, the museum was pushed into buying it because van Meegeren floated the rumor that the Rijksmuseum wanted to get it.
At the end of the war I interrogated one of Goring's agents, a man who represented him in Holland. It was he who bought, or was the intermediary for Giring's purchase of, a picture by van Meegeren after war was declared. This man, Alois Miedel, told me the story of how this happened, an instance of van Meegeren's astute sense of timing and his exploitation of circumstance. Miedel ran a small bank in Amsterdam. His wife was Jewish, and they finally fled from Holland to Spain, where I found and interrogated Miedel himself. He told me he aided the Resistance under cover all through the war, helping people to escape, out of loyalty to his Jewish wife. One night a man, who, he knew, was in the Resistance, came to him and said, "Mr. Miedel, I know you buy paintings for the Reichsmarschall and I have a picture for you. But I will sell it to you only on one condition, and that is that you don't inquire where it came from, because it belongs to an old Dutch family who want to give the money to the Resistance." At that time Miedel had staying with him an old friend, Heinrich Hoffmann, Hitler's photographer and advisor on artistic matters. Van Meegeren knew Hoffmann was there. Miedel took the painting up to Hoffmann, who said, "Why, it's a Vermeer! I want it for the Fiihrer." Miedel went to the telephone and called Goring, who said he'd send a plane for it the next day. Van Meegeren was a real opportunist, and a very clever one.
He was finally arrested for financial collaboration, since it was discovered that he had amassed an apparently inexplicable fortune during the Occupation. Hoping to get out of this collaboration charge, he admitted to painting fake Vermeers. As a result he was sentenced to only one year in jail. During his confession, and after later studies, his tricks were revealed. He painted with colors used in the seventeenth century, making only one mistake, which came out in scientific analysis: he used cobalt blue, not invented until the nineteenth century. The medium he used was a substance similar to Bakelite. When heated, this medium hardened, and the picture seemed to have aged centuries in a few hours. As a consequence, the x-ray of a picture painted in this medium looks like the x-ray of an old picture. It also resists sol- A curious consequence of today's sudden burst of scientific knowledge is that we now tend to look too closely at the physical components of a work of art. The other day one of our most prominent scholars in Dutch painting told me that when he saw the article in The Burlington Magazine and the photographs of the Emmaus he said to his pupils, "That's a forgery." But then he went to Holland, and when he saw the picture in front of him, with its convincing craquelure, convincing colors, convincing aging, he began to doubt his own first impression. There, close to it, he saw all the convincing details and not what was wrong with the style.
For any of you who intend to buy works of art, all I can say is, don't go into it unless you're willing to give it a tremendous amount of time, to train your eye, to look and look and look. And, even then, probably the best lesson you can have is to buy a forgery.
